No less scathingly, Mann rejected the notion of a non-national law merchant, saying that the lex mercatoria "is as obscure as the equally unfortunate word 'transnational."' 7 These remarks suggest that private international law and the lex mercatoria are incompatible notions, between which there cannot be any common ground. How, indeed, should it be possible to reconcile the internationalists' idea to submit transactions that transcend national frontiers to an overarching law merchant, and the conflictualists' insistence that one or the other domestic law must of needs govern because such a body of transnational law simply does not exist? Wherever one's sympathies lie, however, neither of these two approaches is indefensible and both of them have long been used in practice. The idea of a legal order specifically designed for transfrontier transactions is the older one. It dates back to the ius gentium developed by thepraetorperegrinus, who devised rules that had a universal purport to govern disputes with and between non-Romans.
s It can of course be argued that these were in fact domestic Roman rules, rather than some kind of common law divorced from the society of which he was a functionary." The ius gentium, however, not only differed from the ius civile used for purely domestic consumption, but it also contained foreign (especially Greek) elements.°M oreover, its rules were conceived for the express purpose of dealing with the "transnational" transactions of the times, and it came to be considered as a natural law, which could serve mankind at large." In fact, the idea that it represented a universal law persisted over the centuries, as shown by the fact that the term ius gentium was later used to connote both public and private international law.'
A lex mercatoria with universal purport, which Maitland called the "'private international law' of the Middle Ages," 3 developed after the Dark Ages, when trade and commerce once again brought together merchants from many parts. The rules that governed their transactions were not purely local in nature." Nor, however, were they derived from the other supranational systems of the times, the revived ius civile elaborated by law teachers in Upper Italy' 5 and the Catholic Church's canon law. Rather, the emerging law merchant, which amounted to a "rebirth of the oldjus gentium of the Mediterranean,"' 6 had to develop institutions, such as negotiable instruments, for which these legal systems offered no counterpart to deal with the exigencies of commercial transactions that did not respect territorial boundaries. 7 Maritime commerce, in particular, by its very nature called for universal rules. In fact, to this day the international conventions that govern this world-wide activity still reflect many of the rules maritime tribunals elaborated, by means of the comparative method, from a wide variety of sources as the Usatges of Barcelona, the R61es d'OIdron and the law of the Hanse towns. 8 As these examples show, the idea of supranational norms of commercial law developed through practice rather than legislation 9 is hardly novel.
Once nation states emerged and the notion of sovereignty spread, however, the idea of a transcendental law lost appeal; the common law absorbed the lex mercatoria and civil law countries nationalized it 2 by putting its rules and institutions between the covers of domestic commercial codes. Thus, while recognizing the difference between ordinary local rules of private law and those dealing with commerce-which, by its very nature, cannot be confined within a particular territory-the codifiers, proceeding from the premise that commercial law as well required the state's imprimatur, put a domestic stamp on rules and principles derived from international practice, as did the English judiciary.
1 Indeed, so strong was the pull of the notion that only the state can make law that jurists doubted the existence, or at least the legal character of public international law, whose rules and institutions were, after all, not enacted by a "sovereign."
22 Even those who accepted that international law does amount to a legal system nevertheless took the position that it was ultimately derived from the law-making power of nation states, whose consent furnished the basis for its authoritative quality. ' Individuals and enterprises, however, were not considered to be "subjects" of international law; only nation states could qualify as such.' In those positivistic times, the very idea of a supranational lex mercatoria or ius gentium to govern private transactions was anathema because "if it is assumed that law can only be made by nation-states, then of course it 'follows' that law cannot be made by communities that transcend nation states." ' subject to public international law, they had to be controlled by the law of some sovereign; the only question being which sovereign.
II. THE PROBLEMS WITH PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW
To answer the question which domestic law should govern a particular multistate transaction, courts and legislatures have looked to the writings of conflict of laws scholars. Ironically, the glossators and commentators were the first to discuss choice-of-law issues. Although their primary activity had been the elaboration of a universal law, the ius commune that once prevailed throughout continental Europe, these medieval jurists dealt with the subject because they were of course familiar with the diversity of the legal rules and institutions found in the statuta of the cities of Upper Italy, where they taught and practiced. 26 Building on their efforts, successive generations of authors from many nations further developed and refined their contributions to the conflict of laws."
The intricate problems posed by the attempt to deal with multistate activities by applying domestic rules attracted some great legal scholars, such as Bartolus of Sassoferrato, 2 " Friedrich Carl von Savigny" 9 and Joseph Story. 3° As might be expected, not only the rules they advocated but also their fundamental approaches to the choice-of-law problem differed considerably. Nor have these differences of opinion been resolved. Thus, to this day it remains doubtful whether the statutist's unilateralist approach-recently revived by American conflicts scholars such as Brainerd Currie-which attempts to determine the spatial reach of substantive rules, 3 the multilateralist methodology Story 2 and Savigny 3 3 advocated, or perhaps an admixture of the two, is the most appropriate one to accomplish this delicate task. Obviously, methodological uncertainties of this kind hardly serve the needs of international commerce between enterprises that treasure certainty and predictability in legal relationships. 4 The clash of different schools of thought is not the only problem with private international law. Unilateralism as well as multilateralism are beset by a number of inherent difficulties, which the proponents of these choice-of-law methodologies have yet to resolve in a satisfactory fashion. I have discussed these conundrums elsewhere;
3 " for present purposes it may suffice simply to refer to them. There is, first of all, the multilateralists' "General Part" 36 of the conflict of laws, which contains an odd assortment of constructs as characterization, 37 renvoi, 3s public policy, 39 the preliminary (or "incidental") question' and other puzzles 4 ' engendered by the questionable premises on which multilateralism rests. Nor is unilateralism immune to such self-inflicted difficulties. For the past thirty years, Currie's followers have been discussing the oddities of "true" and "false conflicts," ' 42 the "unprovided-for case" 43 and ddpecage" that their approach creates. In spite of all the intellectual efforts wasted on dealing with the problems their methodologies spawn (which have engendered a voluminous literature), neither of the two schools can offer satisfactory answers to the simple question which law the courts of different nations will actually apply to a particular international transaction.
Both multilateralism and unilateralism reward forum shoppers by letting the decision of transnational disputes hinge on where the dispute is litigated, 45 which frustrates the business community's quest for certainty and predictability in commercial dealings. To be sure, it is the multilateralist school's objective to safeguard these values. In fact, uniformity of decision was the rationale Savigny offered to justify the multilateral system he advocated' and multilateralists still pursue the elusive goal of "decisional harmony," 47 as it is usually called nowadays.' But multilateral rules cannot possibly guarantee that the same law will be applied irrespective of where a dispute happens to be litigated. First of all, it is difficult to localize in one state or another transactions that, by their very nature, transcend national frontiers. 48 What choice-of-law rules should, for instance, govern copyright issues arising from Internet transmissions? 49 To accomplish the remarkable feat of tying down a transaction that straddles state lines to one territory or another, multilateralists use the white magic of connecting factors. These, 
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however, have an arbitrary quality" 0 and may unduly favor one of the parties by invoking that party's home state law. 3 '
Moreover, private international law rules differ widely from state to state, as the variations between recent European conflicts codifications demonstrate, and the "General Part" casts doubt on the actual effect of applying a particular choice-oflaw rule. Hence it cannot be predicted with any confidence what substantive law will be held to control a given dispute; 52 of necessity the rights and duties of the parties to an international transaction depend on the forum that adjudicates them. In practice, judges, after paying lip-service to the forum's conflicts rules, tend to favor the application of domestic law. 3 Assuming, however, that they, faithful to their local conflicts rules, do venture to apply alien rules of decision, there is of course no guaranty that they will apply them correctly' or that these rules resolve the parties' dispute in a satisfactory manner. 5 Even less apt to provide certainty, predictability and uniformity of result than the traditional multilateral conflicts rules is the unilateralist methodology, especially the current version that attempts to derive solutions to choice-of-law problems from the "interests" states are said to have in the applications of their laws.' That approach obviously favors the lexfori;
indeed, unilateralists have little use for the multilateralists' vaunted goal of "decisional harmony."
s Worse yet, neither unilateralismnor multilateralism offers any guarantee of just decisions in multistate cases.
The two methodologies do, however, have some things in common. Both proceed from the assumption that courts are equally capable of applying domestic and foreign law, an assumption that is hardly grounded in reality." Moreover, both fail to address the fundamental question how domestic law can possibly be suitable 58. The judge's task becomes difficult if he is required to apply a foreign law, particularly if it belongs to a "family" different from his own .... He is liable to distort it, if only because he does not usually have direct access to its sources, which are written in a language not his own. There are many examples of this: for a national judge to apply foreign law is difficult, haphazard, and not very satisfactory in any country. David, supra note 4, at 11. See also infra note 116 and accompanying text.
[Vol. 60for transactions that transcend state and national frontiers. Shortly before the turn of the century, when legal positivism reigned supreme and nationalist fervor had reached its pinnacle, a Dutch conflicts scholar wrote:
It is an erroneous idea that private international law has attained its objective when it has chosen from among the laws that touch upon a legal relationship .... It is this idea which has converted our science into a conflicts guillotine and has produced these badly chosen questions that the legislator can only resolve by a "sicjubeo." 9
Ren6 David voiced the same criticism, adding that the use of domestic tools to solve questions that are essentially international "is to square the circle." ' Similarly, the Uruguayan private international law scholar Quintin Alfonsin answered the question "can a national private law ... adequately regulate an extranational relationship,"'" with a resounding "no," because the law adopted by a state is designed to serve the needs of its society and can therefore not be applied to transnational relationships, whose exigencies are different from national ones.
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Attacking the very foundation of private international law, he said:
From a scientific and an economic point of view it is inadmissible, in effect, that the destiny of a contract should depend on whether it be governed by the national laws of A or the national laws of B, all the more so if the selection between the two can only be made by reference to imperfect criteria.
63
For this reason Alfonsin believed in an evolutionary process, which would lead from choice-of-law rules to substantive solutions, so that transnational contracts would ultimately be governed by transnational law."
Respectable authority supports the proposition that this stage has at long last been reached. Noted scholars, in particular Berthold Goldman, have commented on the emergence of a new lex mercatoria," an evolution that is driven by the use of standard contract terms in international commercial practice and the prevalence of arbitration. Because the members of arbitral tribunals owe no allegiance to any particular nation, this method of dispute resolution allows enterprises effectively to denationalize their dealings. It is therefore too late to argue that the exigencies of international commerce are necessarily subordinate to the positive laws of nation 
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states. "Unification and creation of the law on the transnational plane... reflect the commercial realities ofmodern international business practice.... Legal theory has to take account of this phenomenon in order to avoid any claims that it is out of touch with reality .... '" The need for such a supranational kind of law can be expected to increase as the volume of international transactions keeps growing and new developments put in question the traditionalists' preference for geography over teleology. Phenomena such as "cyberspace," which are at odds with the traditionalists' conception of the world as legal territories surrounded by fixed borders, suggest the usefulness of a law that knows no bourndaries former is limited to sales transactions, the latter-the work product of eminent scholars from both of the two major legal cultures, the common and the civil law-amounts to a broadly gauged code of contract law. As far as both quality and coverage are concerned, the UNIDROIT Principles compare favorably with the domestic laws of most states and nations; in fact, it seems fair to say that they are superior in many respects to, for instance, the contracts provisions of the German Civil Code. Thus there now exists a body of rules that, having a supranational purport, is better suited to deal with international transactions than choice-of-law rules possibly could. To be sure, private international law, at least its multilateral variant, does have some supranational features, even though its rules are of national origin. Because of a shared academic tradition-which, through Story, also spread to the common law"--it contains a number of universal ideas, or at least ideas that are recognized in several nations.' Specifically, as far contracts, the lifeblood of international commerce, are concerned, most civilized nations have long recognized that the parties to an agreement are free to stipulate the law they wish to govern their respective rights and duties. The principle of party autonomy is now firmly established in the laws of all developed countries and has acquired true international stature by having been enshrined in choice-of-law conventions."' Significantly, party autonomy has troubled quite a few "conflictualists" because that principle cannot be readily explained in terms of either unilateralism or multilateralism, s as the reaction of scholars from both of these two schools shows. Multilateralists such as Ludwig von Bar 9 and Beale" rejected it, Batiffol attempted to explain it away,"' and Kegel calls it a "Verlegenheitsl6sung." s2 Preoccupied with notions of sovereignty and state interests, unilateralists such as Currie find it difficult to understand how the concerns of private parties could possibly trump those of states. 83 offers an eminently practical solution to the choice-of-law quandary by enabling individuals and enterprises to submit their transactions to a legal order that can accommodate the needs of international commerce. Hence it makes sense, for instance, to specify the application of English law in commercial cases (which foreign parties often do even if their contract has no contact whatsoever with the United Kingdom)." Notwithstanding the vital function party autonomy serves in international commerce, some "conflictualists," preoccupied with the tenets of sovereignty and legal positivism, have tried to limit the parties' choice to a selection from among positive laws. Thus, according to Paul Lagarde, one of its reporters, article 3 of the Rome Convention on the Law Applicable to Contractual Obligations 85 does not authorize individuals and enterprises to designate the lex mercatoria, the UNIDROIT Principles or any other non-positive legal system, as the law that is to govern their agreement." Whether the European courts will actually construe the Rome Convention in such a restrictive fashion is questionable; 7 I certainly know of no case that has so held. Yet, the fetters with which "conflictualists" attempt to adorn the universal principle-whose ultimate justification is its responsiveness to the needs of international commerce-is revealing: it cogently demonstrates the inclination of traditional private international law scholars to relegate felt necessities to a low priority on their scale of values.
IV. Is THERE A ROLE FOR THE LEXMERATORIA IN

PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW?
Irrespective of how unsatisfactory it may be, however, as matters stand now, any rumors of a demise of "conflictualism" would be highly exaggerated. Bad habits die hard; for the foreseeable future private international law--enshrined as it is in domestic legislation and international conventions--can be expected to remain the preferred approach to dealing with international transactions. This fact inevitably poses the question whether private international law and universalism must forever remain at loggerheads, or whether there is room for coexistence, and perhaps some form of interaction, between the two schools of thought.
A. Justice Story and the Lex Mercatoria
Luckily, not all of us who teach private international law are entirely averse to the lex mercatoria. I certainly have been impressed by the arguments of those who 
See infra note 107 and accompanying text.
[Vol. 60look favorably upon the new law merchant." 8 Nor am I the only one. 9 In fact, Justice Story-who coined the term "private international law" --was a firm believer in the existence of a supranational law of commerce, as shown by his opinion in Swift v. Tyson. 9 In that case, which dealt with the issue whether the endorsement of a negotiable instrument was void because it lacked consideration pursuant to New York case law, he said that "the true interpretation of [contracts and other commercial instruments] are to be sought, not in the decisions of the local tribunals, but in the general principles and doctrines of commercial jurisprudence." ' For this proposition he relied on an opinion in an admiralty case by Lord Mansfield (one ofwhose accomplishments was the incorporation of the law merchant into English common law), which quoted Cicero's observation about the ius gentium. 93 Of course, the eminent American judge and scholar penned his opinion before the old lex mercatoria was nationalized; once legal positivism became rampant, Swift v. Tyson came under attack. Justice Holmes debunked this precedent, saying that "law in the sense in which courts speak of it today does not exist without some definite authority behind it" 95 and "the authority and only authority is the State,"" a passage on which Justice Brandeis relied in Erie R.R. v. Tompkins,' the decision that overruled Swift. The consequences of the doctrine the Supreme Court adopted Lex mercatoria, as I see it, can furnish an alternative to a conflict of laws search which is often artificial and inconclusive, and a way out of applying rules that are inconsistent with the needs and usages of international commerce and which were adopted by individual states with internal, not international transactions in mind. in Erie illustrate the hazards of "conflictualism." That case has helped balkanize American law and prompted innumerable choice-of-law problems, especially in mass disaster cases. The difficulties it created induced Judge Weinstein, the eminent judge and scholar, to revive-in the Agent Orange 98 litigation-the rule in Swift under the guise of a "national consensus law."" This bold move had the purpose of promoting an acceptable outcome of the staggering number of lawsuits brought for injuries armed services personnel had suffered on account of the defoliants sprayed on enemy territory during the Vietnam war. As this case shows, an overarching law designed to take into account international realities is apt to produce more sensible and practical solutions than the conflictualists' insistence on the need to invoke domestic laws to dispose of disputes that, by their very nature, are not confined to the borders of a single state.
B. Party Autonomy and the UNIDROIT Principles
While it may appear that private international law and the lex mercatoria are simply incompatible, on reflection it becomes apparent that there is room for coexistence; the new law merchant can in fact interact with choice-of-law principles. First of all, at least some private international law scholars take the position that party autonomy ought to enable individuals and enterprises to submit their international dealings to supranational law or the UNIDROIT Principles.) Few would deny that such a choice is possible whenever a contract provides for arbitrating rather than litigating future disputes that may arise between the parties. In fact, if the parties should have failed to do so (and sometimes even if they select a national law to govern their agreement), arbitrators have been known nevertheless to invoke rules and institutions derived from the lex mercatoria and the UNIDROIT Principles." 0 ' The argument that they thereby violated their mandate and acted as mere amiable compositeurs without the parties' consent has been rejected in a number ofreported cases.°2 Moreover, countless important transactions are already governed by non-national rules such as the Uniform Customs and Practices for Documentary Credits of the International Chamber of Commerce and the
INCOTERMS.'°3
Because of their preoccupation with "sources,"'" however, die-hard conflictualists object to allowing contractual stipulations that invoke non-positive rules.
0 5 For this reason, the Rome Convention has been worded in such a way as not to permitthe parties to submit their agreement to the UNIDROIT Principles or the lex mercatoria. " Whether the Convention will in fact be interpreted to restrict the freedom of individuals and enterprises engaged in international transactions to select whatever law they like, be it national or supranational, remains doubtful."
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If the drafters, however, should have succeeded in imposing such a nonsensical restraint-for no other reason than to safeguard doctrinal purity' s -they would have rendered a disservice to the European Union. The prohibition against the selection of non-national norms deprives enterprises of a valuable option, which in practice can serve the important function to overcome a deadlock by stipulating to a neutral law. Moreover, it inhibits courts from filling gaps of international conventions by recourse to the UNIDROIT Principles or other supranational bodies of law.' 9 Unable to invoke to rules specifically developed for international realities, courts must then resort to national law, thereby jeopardizing the conventions' very objective of creating a uniform law.1 0 This will not do at a time when "we find commercial practice in a period of change unprecedented in its pace and scale.'' However, a remedy is at hand. Since the Treaty of Amsterdam amended the Treaty of Rome to include the harmonization of conflicts rules among the tasks assigned to the European Community, it now allows for "supranationalizing" the choice-of-law rules contained in the Rome Convention by substituting a regulation for this compact."' If the European Community's Council and Commission do embark on such a project, one should certainly hope that commercial law experts will bring to their attention the need to liberalize its provisions so as to authorize, in clear and unambiguous terms, individuals and enterprises to subject their agreements to nonnational rules. This would allow the parties to designate a legal order oriented to the exigencies of international commercial transactions, which they may find preferable to opting for one of the parties' home-state law or a neutral legal system. " 3 Such a choice is also likely to guarantee greater predictability than choice-of-law rules possibly could. " 4 Amending the terms of the Rome Convention in this fashion would, at the same time, enable courts to resort to the UNIDROIT Principles for the purpose of filling gaps in international conventions."'
Permitting the choice of a non-national law such as the UNIDROIT Principles would also alleviate the difficulties private parties and the courts encounter when they are required to ascertain and apply a foreign law couched in an alien terminology. Even if the rules of private international law were clear and precise, which they are not for reasons already stated," 6 this daunting task inevitably introduces uncertainty concerning the contracting parties' respective rights and obligations. In contrast, the UNIDROIT Principles, readily accessible in any halfway decent law library, set forth the pertinent legal norms in reasonably clear and cogent terms."' Nor do the Principles pose major interpretative difficulties to monolingual counsel and judges: they are available not only in English, the lingua 116. See Juenger, supra note 18, at 157-59. Foreign law issues pose difficulties even within regional organizations, such as the European Community, where an enormous volume of commercial transactions moves freely across national borders. As has been observed: legal counsels in the Member States are simply not qualified to give their clients precise information on foreign contract law and the essential points in which it differs from domestic law. In practice, legal advisers recommend choice of law clauses which almost invariably refer the case to domestic law, and this advice is usually due to pure ignorance of alternative options offered by foreign legislation. Moreover, the adviser knows that, in case of a dispute with his foreign counterpart, he will be in a superior negotiating position .... JOrgen Basedow, A Common Contract Law for the Common Market, in The Unification of International Commercial Law, supra note 20, at4l,50. See also Boele-Woelki, supra note 107 and accompanying text.
117. The rules are concise, clearly arranged and conveniently collected ... in a slim volume of no more than 200 pages in length. The succinct wording, limpid comments and an abundance of examples dealing with real-life situations are all designed for easy use.... The Principles are, as it were, presented on a silver platter. Boele-Woelki, supra note 107, at 660. franca of our times, but have been translated into a variety of other languages. As is apparent, if the current version of the Rome Convention must indeed be construed to restrict the parties' choice to positive national laws, it is sadly out of date and in dire need of reform."
C. Choice-of-Law Conventions
Apart from their utility as a law to which individuals and enterprises may subject their international dealings, the lex mercatoria and the UNIDROIT Principles can also play a role in choice-of-law statutes and conventions. When I served as a member of* the U.S. delegation to the 1994 Fifth Inter-American Specialized Conference of the Organization of American States (CIDIP-V) in Mexico City, I proposed the inclusion of the following provision in the draft of an Inter-American Convention on the Law Applicable to International Contracts:
If the parties have not selected the applicable law, or if this election proves ineffective, the contract shall be governed by the general principles of international commercial law accepted by international organizations. '' 9 As was to be expected, private international scholars took issue with this proposal. However, owing to the support of the eminent Venezuelan conflicts and international law scholar Gonzalo Parra-Aranguren, who chaired the pertinent committee, the Conference ultimately adopted the text now found in the second paragraph of article 9 of the Inter-American Convention: 20 [The court, in addition to the wide range of objective and subject factors specified in the first paragraph of article 9] shall also take into account the general principles of international commercial law recognized by international organizations.
The wording of this provision, which mixes together traditional contacts with substantive principles in eclectic fashion, is hardly ideal. 2 ' It does, however, have the undeniable virtue of granting courts and arbitrators a leeway of discretion that allows them to resort to the UNIDROIT Principles, rather than some obscure and internationally unacceptable rule found in national 391 (1994) . This formula was designed to refer to contract rules accepted by such bodies as UNIDROIT.
D. Domestic Choice-of-Law Statutes
On a different occasion, I was asked to comment on the choice-of-law provisions contained in a draft of the new Russian Civil Code. In addition to questioning the draft's reliance on the traditional multilateral methodology and the dysfunctional national law principle, 3 I offered a critique of various specific articles and proposed an approach different from the drafters' contract choice-oflaw provisions.' As might have been expected, the draft-modeled on the Rome Convention' 2 S-used the "closest connection" formula and the "characteristic performer" test, which, in addition to other deficiencies, accords unwarranted choice-of-law privileges to parties habitually engaged in international commerce.' 6 I questioned the ability of Russian judges, new as they are to the private international law business, to deal effectively with conflicts and foreign law issues and pointed out that the "characteristic performer" test might not only disadvantage Russian importers of goods and services but also invoke substandard foreign contract rules. I therefore suggested to substitute the following provision:
In the absence of an agreement of the parties on the applicable law, the contract shall be governed by the UNIDROIT Principles of International Commercial Contracts.
The UNIDROIT Principles were framed with the aid of representatives of the former Soviet Union and have been translated into Russian. Obviously, construing them presents fewer problems than the draft's convoluted conflicts rules. Even more importantly, the Principles not only obviate the need to delve into foreign law but also provide greater certainty and predictability than the recourse to traditional multilateral choice-of-law rules and the attendant "General Part."' 27 My letter was never answered, which goes to show that one should never underestimate the power of conventional conflicts wisdom. 125. Article 1251, entitled "Choice of Law by Parties to a Contract," provided, in relevant part, as follows:
I. In the absence of an agreement of the parties on the applicable law, the contract shall be governed by the law of the country with which the contract is most closely connected. 2. The law of the country with which the contract is most closely connected is, unless otherwise follows from a statute, terms and the natur of the contract or the circumstances of the case considered in their entirety, the law of the country where the place of residence or the main place of business of the party whose performance is characteristic for the content of the contract is located. 126. See Friedrich K. Juenger, Two European Conflicts Conventions, 28 Victoria U. Wellington L. Rev. 527, 540 (1998) .
127. See supra notes 36-41 and accompanying text.
[Vol. 60autonomous international commercial law and national private law should be one of the future tasks of private international law."' This issue of the Louisiana Law Review is dedicated to a good friend and scholar of note. Our views diverge in many respects, but Symeon Symeonides is one of the few American conflicts scholars who not only pay special attention to international transactions but have also given the lex mercatoria some thought. He refers to the subject in his General Report to the XVth International Congress of Comparative Law,"" and deals with it in the context of the cyberspace problem, which he discusses in the last chapter of his conflicts casebook.
3 ' This should help direct attention to an important development, which is somewhat neglected in American conflicts literature, and educate the students who use that book to a phenomenon of considerable importance they are bound to encounter in practice.
